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Introduction: 
The concept of Good Governance was introduced to the aid agenda in the 1990s and 
stipulates the way in which countries should be governed. Many different approaches to implementing 
Good Governance policies in developing countries have been tried and most have failed to be 
effective. Therefore, Merilee Grindle (2004) developed a revised approach: Good Enough 
Governance. This entails that donors should prioritize certain issues depending on the context in each 
country, as this would make the aid agenda more specific to a country’s circumstances and hence 
achievable. In this thesis, the Good Governance policies that the United Nations (UN) and the United 
States (US) have implemented in Guatemala to battle corruption will be analysed. This thesis will 
determine why the Good Governance policies implemented by these two actors have been ineffective 
by looking at four factors: political willingness, state capacity, mutual harmonization and cultural 
dimensions. Furthermore, it will assess if the Good Enough Governance approach could have been 
more effective.  
To answer what effects the Good Governance Policies of the UN and the US have had on the 
Levels of Corruption in Guatemala, and which factors explain their ineffectiveness, I will first define 
Good Governance and Good Enough Governance. Subsequently, I will analyse the programs and 
projects that the UN and the US have implemented and sponsored based on the Good Governance 
definition. Based on this analysis, I will identify the reasons why the Good Governance policies have 
been ineffective in reducing corruption in Guatemala. In addition, I will argue why Grindle’s Good 
Enough Governance approach is better suited to reducing corruption in developing countries.  
 
Methodology:  
For this thesis, I have decided to conduct a qualitative case study on the Good Governance 
policies implemented in Guatemala and how they relate to fighting corruption. High levels of corruption 
in Guatemala have impeded the process of moving towards Good Governance for years, regardless of 
how many institutions and individual states attempted to solve the problem of corruption within 
Guatemala through the promotion of the Good Governance agenda. It is in this context that I will be 
analysing the Good Governance policies implemented by the United Nations and the United States. 
Both parties have already made large investments in Guatemala and continue to emphasize the 
importance of ridding the country of corruption. They have adopted two very different approaches to 
implementing these policies. These differences are driven by the different key priorities the UN and the 
US are pursuing when it comes to the development of Guatemala. The United States prioritizes the 
establishment of sustainable economic growth, while the United Nations prioritizes the establishment 
of Human Rights. Both see corruption as the main impediment to achieving their goals, but have 
different views as to the cause of corruption. The UN sees the absence of Human Rights as the 
fundamental issue to be addressed, and the US sees crime as such. 
The reasons for the ineffectiveness of the Good Governance agendas of both parties will be 
studied qualitatively by looking at political willingness state capacity, cultural dimensions and mutual 
harmonization in Guatemala. I will do this by analysing the different policy documents that have been 
published by the UN and the US and assess them at the hand of the Good Governance Indicators of 
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the World Bank. Subsequently, I will assess their policies and their outcomes in the light of the 
methods described in the Good Enough Governance approach that Merilee Grindle has set out in her 
2004 and 2011 articles and form an assessment if these might be more effective.  
 
 
Theory 
Before the term Good Governance can be defined, it is important to define the term 
governance. The World Bank defines governance as “the manner in which power is exercised in the 
management of a country’s economic and social resources for development.” (World Bank, 1992, p.v). 
According to the World Bank, the lack of governance within a state explains why some projects that 
they have financed to battle corruption, such as the Low Income Countries Under Stress program 
(IEG, Governance and Anti-Corruption, 2006, p.11), have failed. As is made clear by the definition, the 
World Bank focuses on economic development. Alternatively, The United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) defines governance as: “the exercise of economic, political and administrative 
authority to manage a country’s affairs at all levels” (UNDP, 1997, p.2), thereby emphasizing the 
interaction between the public sector, the private sector and the civil societies (UNDP, 1997, p.5).  
The term Good Governance emerged in the 1980s and 1990s (Weiss, T.G., 2010, p.803). Like 
governance, Good Governance is defined in different ways depending on the institution. While 
according to the World Bank Good Governance exists when there is “sound development 
management” (World Bank, 1992, p.1), Kaufmann (2003) states that Good Governance can be 
measured along six dimensions: “voice and accountability, political stability and lack of violence […], 
government effectiveness, lack of regulatory burden, rule of law, and control of corruption” (Kaufmann, 
D., 2003, p.5). The UN states that there is no specific definition of Good Governance, and that the 
term can be used flexibly (OHCHR, Good Governance and Human Rights, 2017), although in general 
the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) define Good 
Governance as the:  
 
“Full respect of human rights, the rule of law, effective participation, multi-actor partnerships, political 
pluralism, transparent and accountable processes and institutions, an efficient and effective public 
sector, legitimacy, access to knowledge, information and education, political empowerment of people, 
equity, sustainability, and attitudes and values that foster responsibility, solidarity and tolerance.” 
(OHCHR, Good Governance and Human Rights, 2017) 
 
The definitions given by the World Bank and the OHCHR broadly define Good Governance in 
the same way: the respect of human rights in a manner within the rule of law. The UNDP believes that 
the following four key areas link Good Governance and human rights: democratic institutions, service 
delivery, rule of law and anti-corruption. The UN puts an emphasis on corruption due to the negative 
effects it has on the upholding of human rights and development in general, and emphasizes that the 
upholding of human rights is not possible without Good Governance (OHCHR, Good Governance and 
Human Rights, 2017). For anti-corruption mechanisms, the main components are: transparency, 
accountability and participation (OHCHR, Good Governance and Human Rights, 2017). However, it is 
recognized by the UN that it can be difficult for developing countries to implement the Good 
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Governance agenda because of the broadness of the agenda. Merilee Grindle adds to this concern in 
her 2004 article: “Good Enough Governance: Poverty Reduction and Reform in Developing 
Countries”. Grindle believes that the Good Governance agenda is unrealistically long, ahistoric, and 
that there is not enough guidance for the developing countries about what should be prioritized and 
what is feasible within certain time frames (Grindle, M., 2004, p.526). Generally, the states to which 
Good Governance is advocated are states that have weak institutions, are vulnerable to corruption, 
and the upholding of the rule of law is far from perfect (Grindle, M., 2004, p.526). Therefore, Grindle 
argues that there should be a move towards Good Enough Governance because in today’s developed 
countries the Good Governance agenda grew slowly over time and “was the work of generations” 
(Grindle, M., 2004, p.531), and it would therefore be good to look at the sequence in which the 
developed states have developed in order to help reduce the size of the agenda (Grindle, M., 2004, p. 
531).  
Moreover, Grindle questions whether the poor stand to gain or lose from certain types of 
corruption, and whether a strong central bank is needed before a just judicial system (Grindle, M., 
2004, p.535). Also, there has been no consensus whether Good Governance actually spurs 
development within an individual state. Such positive development can usually be shown to exist in 
large-N case studies but when looking at individual states the evidence is not so clear (Grindle, M., 
2011, p.217). Grindle links back to these questions in her 2011 article: “Good Enough Governance 
Revisited”, which states that the context and content of the Good Governance agenda needs to be 
analysed per country to identify which projects should be prioritized and which projects are achievable 
in the long or short term (Grindle, M., 2011, p.200). However, for states that are riddled with corruption 
it can prove difficult to even achieve Good Enough Governance, because it compromises the abilities 
of the government socially, economically and politically (OHCHR, Human Rights and Anti-Corruption, 
2017). Hal Brands (2011) also adds on to Grindle’s approach by stipulating that each country should 
take a building-block approach to restructuring governmental institutions (Brands, H., 2011, p.241). 
Brands believes that without a strong foundation institutions will not be able to develop and implement 
the necessary policies to battle corruption.  
Institutional corruption can be defined as: the use of powers by institution officials for 
illegitimate private gain (Thompson, D., Patterson, S.C., 1996, p.180). However, this definition only 
includes the public sector and excludes the private sector. Therefore, in this thesis corruption will be 
defined in the manner described by the 2004 United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC): 
“the misuse of a public or private position for direct or indirect personal gain" (UNCAC, 2004, p.23). 
The UNCAC also distinguishes between petty and grand corruption, with petty corruption being 
defined as: “administrative corruption, it involves the exchange of very small amounts of money, and 
the granting of small favours” (UNCAC, 2004, p.23), whereas grand corruption can be defined as: 
“corruption that pervades the highest levels of government, engendering major abuses of power. A 
broad erosion of the rule of law, economic stability and confidence in Good Governance quickly follow” 
(UNCAC, 2004, p. 23). The one does not exclude the other, and in corrupt countries multiple forms 
can co-exist.  
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Most anti-corruption policies that are being implemented by donor communities focus on 
corruption as one issue. However, it is important for the donor communities to distinguish between 
these two types of corruption since they have different causes (Ruhl, M., 2011, p.51). Petty corruption 
is often linked to the levels of bureaucracy present within the country, and is usually embedded within 
the communities (Ruhl, M., 2011, p.48). Grand corruption, however, is often linked to the country’s 
history, weak judicial systems, and social factors such as drugs and large gaps between different 
social classes (Ruhl, M., 2011, p.51). Therefore, it should be analysed per country whether the petty 
or the grand corruption needs to be tackled first since they are not always intrinsically linked. 
Moreover, it is not always clear which type is compromising the rule of law and human rights within the 
country, and it is also important to establish which policies are most relevant to the poor that usually 
benefit the least from corruption.  
In Bryan Husted’s’ (2002) analysis of the likelihood that recent conventions against corruption 
signed by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the Organization 
of American States (OAS) are likely to succeed, he attributes their failures to battle corruption to lack 
of interest in the cultural contexts of the countries (p.413).  Along the lines of Geert Hofstede’s paper 
about cultural dimensions, Husted analysed which cultural dimensions affect the effectiveness of anti-
corruption agreements (Husted, B., 2002, p.415). The four cultural dimensions are: power distance
1
, 
individualism-collectivism
2
, uncertainty avoidance
3
 and masculinity-femininity
4
 (Husted, B., 2002, 
p.415). He concludes that the anti-corruption conventions are failing because they do not take the 
“culturally consonant modes of corruption” into account and therefore their goals “will prove to be 
elusive” (Husted, B., 2002, p.421).  
Likewise, for anti-corruption policies to be effective there needs to be political willingness and 
sufficient state capacity to implement the policies. For example, in countries where grand corruption is 
a bigger issue than petty corruption (Ruhl, M., 2011, p.51), it will be less likely that the governmental 
elite will provide their cooperation to fight grand corruption, as they will be targeting themselves, and 
will thus lack political willingness. Moreover, government institutions, like the judicial system, need to 
be able to work effectively and have the capacity to perform checks, and prosecute the right suspects 
if policies are not being implemented. If this is not the case, it will be less likely that the anti-corruption 
policies will have a positive effect on the country’s governance. Furthermore, the effectiveness of the 
policies put forward by the donor communities depends on mutual harmonization and recognition of 
accountability with the country in question and the policies of the donors themselves (Fritz, V., Rocha 
Menocal, A., 2007, p.543). If the country in question wants to move toward economic development 
without combatting corruption first, the policies will most likely not be effective, and if opposing anti-
                                                        
1
 The extent to which the Culture and International Anti-Corruption Agreements in Latin America less powerful members of 
institutions and organizations within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally (Husted, B., 2002, p. 415-
416) 
2
 Erez and Earley (1993, p. 95) define the individualism-collectivism construct in this way: “[A] set of shared beliefs and values 
of a people concerning the relationship of an individual to aggregates or groups of individuals. It represents the way individuals 
relate to others in their society, and it reflects their emotional and cognitive attachments to particular networks of individuals.” 
(Husted, B., 2002, p. 416) 
3
 The way that individuals in a given society react to ambiguity and uncertain situations. In high uncertainty avoidance cultures, 
there is a high orientation to rules, even when such rules are “clearly nonsensical, inconsistent, or dysfunctional” (Hofstede, 
1997, p. 121). (Husted, B., 2002, p. 417) 
4
 The extent to which a culture values achievement and assertiveness over a concern for relationships and cooperation. 
(Husted, B., 2002, p. 418) 
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corruption policies are implemented by different donors neither policy is likely to have a positive effect 
on the anti-corruption efforts within the country (Fritz, V., Rocha Menocal, A., 2007, p.546).  
Guatemala is a country that has been dealing with problems of corruption since its 
independence in 1821. Although several donor communities have invested significant amounts of time 
and money to combat corruption in Guatemala, the implemented policies have as of yet not been 
effective. In this case study I will be analysing why there has been a lack of reduction in the levels of 
corruption by looking at the following factors: political willingness, state capacity, cultural dimensions 
and mutual harmonization. Finally, I will determine whether large donors, like the UN and the US, are 
able to be effective in decreasing the levels of corruption by implementing the Good Governance 
agenda, or whether a shift to the Good Enough Governance agenda might be beneficial to decreasing 
corruption in Guatemala.  
  
UN Good Governance Policies  
The United Nations has different institutions and conventions that implement, or are 
mechanisms for the implementation, of Good Governance policies in developing countries. In this 
case study, only the policies that have been implemented in Guatemala specifically by the United 
Nations Development Program (UNDP) and the United Nations Convention Against Corruption 
(UNCAC) have been analysed because these are the two most significant programs designed to 
combat corruption.  
 
The United Nations Development Program was set up in 1965 with the goal “to eradicate 
poverty while protecting the planet” (UNDP, about, 2017). The UNDP states that corruption is one of 
the main factors that inhibit the reduction of poverty in developing countries. This is because 
corruption blocks the access to public services “through diversions of public resources for private 
gain”; it hinders economic development and robs the most poor/vulnerable of their resources that 
would provide opportunities to improve their lives (UNDP, anti-corruption, 2017). As stated in the 
Commission of Human Rights’ 2000/64 resolution the key components of Good Governance are: 
transparency, responsibility, accountability, participation and responsiveness (OHCHR, Good 
Governance and Human Rights, 2017). Transparency and accountability are the two components 
around which the anti-corruption strategies, and the upholding of the rule of law, are centred.  The 
UNDP takes a sectoral approach to fight corruption (UNDP, GAIN, 2014, p.12). In the Global Anti-
Corruption Initiative (GAIN), the UNDP defines the following six sectors: “service delivery corruption 
and risks in health; water and education; MDG acceleration and social innovation projects; social 
accountability initiatives; gender biases in anti-corruption projects; and anti-corruption projects in 
relation to Local Governance” (UNDP, GAIN, 2014, p.12). The UNDP is aiding Guatemala in the 
following two sectors: service delivery corruption and anti-corruption projects in relation to local 
governance.  
 The UNDP strongly highlights that integrated approaches to anti-corruption service delivery 
reforms are essential (UNDP, GAIN, 2014, p.20) since it increases the capacity of the government. 
For example, in Latin America and the Caribbean, the UNDP have introduced the “Transparency and 
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Accountability in Local Governments” initiative. This effort supports regional groups that aim to 
achieve transparency and accountability in local governments (UNDP, GAIN, 2014, p.20-21). In the 
UNDP’s efforts to combat corruption in relation to local governance, the UNDP has participated, and 
aided, the efforts of local municipalities and civic engagements (UNDP, GAIN, 2014, p.43). For 
example, the UNDP participate in conferences and regional events to share and teach local 
governments about effective anti-corruption strategies (UNDP, GAIN, 2014, p.44).  
 
The UNCAC is promoted by the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), and is a legally 
binding document on corruption signed and negotiated by the member states of the UN (UNODC, 
UNCAC, 2017). In the UNCAC’s preamble the States Parties to the convention have stipulated that 
corruption is a threat to “the stability and security of societies, undermining the institutions and values 
of democracy, ethical values and justice and jeopardizing sustainable development and the rule of 
law” (UNCAC, 2004 p.5). Moreover, the States Parties have also agreed that corruption threatens 
sustainable development of the states. The UNCAC has linked corruption to the increase of crime and 
stipulates that corruption is no longer a local problem but a transnational one (UNCAC, 2004, p.5). 
The UNCAC battles corruption by primarily focussing on political and grand corruption and takes a 
comprehensive and multidisciplinary approach, including: “preventive measures; criminalization and 
law enforcement; international cooperation, including mutual legal assistance; and the recovery of 
stolen assets” (Hechler, H., et al., 2011, p.9-10).  
 
UNDP 
Comision Internacional contra la Impunidad en Guatemala:  
The Comision Internacional contra la Impunidad en Guatemala
5
 (CICIG) is a UNDP sponsored 
program aiming to combat corruption in relation to local and national governance. CICIG's task is to 
support, strengthen and assist Guatemalan institutions in identifying, investigating and prosecuting 
illegal domestic clandestine groups and security apparatuses (Hudson, A., Taylor, A., 2010, p.54). 
CICIG has five main powers:  
 
1. To investigate any person, official, or private entity;  
2. To present criminal charges to Guatemala’s Public Prosecutor and to join criminal 
proceedings as a private prosecutor;  
3. To name civil servants who commit administrative offences and to participate as a third party 
in resulting disciplinary proceedings;  
4. To recommend public policies and legal and institutional reforms; 
5. And to request statements, documents, and cooperation from any government official or entity 
(Hudson, A., Taylor, A., 2010, p.54) 
 
In 2006, a failing judicial system was unable to contain the high levels of impunity which 
allowed corrupt officials to continue to steal public goods for private gain. As a result of this situation 
                                                        
5
 International Commission against Impunity in Guatemala  
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an agreement was reached between the Guatemalan Government and the UN Secretary General to 
set up the CICIG (Latin American Report 56, 2016, p.i). CICIG is a hybrid form of an International 
Tribunal in that it operates completely within the Guatemalan judicial system whilst embedding 
international initiatives of the U.N. In that context, the CICIG hires both local and international staff 
(Hudson, A., Taylor, A., 2010, p.54-55). As CICIG is not official UN body, they are reliant on voluntary 
donations from programs such as the UNDP and other donor countries.  
 
Analysis of CICIG’s Effectiveness  
 The results of the CICIG have been mixed. It has had its share of successes, but at times has 
also lacked effectiveness. For example, CICIG has succeeded to have its recommendations 
concerning the reforms of the weapon and ammunition laws and the reform of the Supreme Court 
enacted by congress. In this particular case, the interests of CICIG and the government coincided as 
both agreed that reforms were needed to make the country safer, as the courts in Guatemala were at 
a standstill. This resulted in political willingness and mutual harmonization (Hudson, A., Taylor, A., 
2010, p.69). 
CICIG’s successes can be partially attributed to its independence, allowing alliances with 
organizations and institutions that benefit from development and promote Good Governance. By 
CICIG not having to please internal governmental commissions (Hudson, A., Taylor, A., 2010, p.72) 
there is no bias in discerning which cases to promote and which policies to propose, which increases 
effectiveness. Likewise, CICIG has been effective in lowering impunity, promoting prosecution and 
increasing trust in the judicial system, in particular by bringing former president Efrain Rios Montt to 
trial. This was the first time that a high-ranking politician was held accountable for the human rights 
violations committed during the civil war in the 1980s (Hudson, A., Taylor, A., 2010, p.65). This high-
profile trial managed to – partially – assure the local population that the problem of impunity of highly 
ranked officials was being combatted, and it “creates cracks in the wall of impunity” (Hudson, A., 
Taylor, A., 2010, p.66). This process was especially important on a social and cultural level. Through 
this process, CICIG was able to decrease the “power distance” by showing that no one is exempt from 
the law.  
This trial whilst on the one hand demonstrating the effectiveness of the CICIG also showed its 
weaknesses, which tarnishes its effectiveness as the conviction of the former president was 
overturned days after due to a technicality at the beginning of the trial. As mentioned, CICIG works 
according to the rule of law and within the legal infrastructure of the Guatemalan state. This means 
that corruption and biased judges and other law enforcement officials also affect their work. The 
judicial elite has to have the capacity to prosecute, and the police have to be willing to cooperate, and 
commit themselves to battling impunity and corruption within state institutions. For example, CICIG 
wanted to join the case against another former president, Alfonso Portillo, for his involvement with 
organized crime, but the judge denied this claim thus undermining the role of CICIG (Hudson, A., 
Taylor, A., 2010, p.67). Another issue that CICIG face is that they lack enforcement mechanisms, and 
cannot penalize people or institutions for non-compliance (Hudson, A., Taylor, A., 2010, p.54). For 
example, in the obstruction of justice case against ex-Senior Prosecutor Matus, the prosecutor only 
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brought two of the four suggested charges against Matus to trial. This caused Matus to only have to 
pay $2,000 bail in order to walk free (Hudson, A., Taylor, A., 2014, p.66). The lack of willingness of the 
judicial system to cooperate has impeded CICIG from further investigating these high-ranking officials.  
Another factor that affected the effectiveness of CICIG is the lack of funding. Due to CICIG not 
being an official part of the UN, they are reliant on the ad hoc money that the UNDP makes available 
to CICIG, and on other donations made by countries or institutions. Consequently, from its inception 
CICIG has constantly been underfunded (Hudson, A., Taylor, A., 2010, p.72), causing CICIG not to 
have full access to all instruments that could have been used in high-profile trials. Furthermore, the 
capacity to educate its staff and to drive reform of the Guatemalan institutions becomes limited. Not 
enough people can be hired and not all the tools can be provided to push for reforms.   
In conclusion, CICIG has been able to book some success concerning the reforms of the 
Weapons and Ammunition laws, the reform of the Supreme Court and “cracking the wall of impunity”. 
However, CICIG has not been effective at combatting large-scale corruption due to lack of funding, 
political and judicial willingness resulting in a diminished state capacity, and lack of mutual-
harmonization on large-scale corruption issues.  
 
MINUGUA 
Another program that the UNDP supported in Guatemala is the United Nations Verification 
Mission (MINUGUA). The UN set-up MINUGUA in 1997 and when its mandate ended in 2004 the 
UNDP continued their efforts. Officially there were no formal guidelines that stipulated the 
collaboration between the UNDP and MINUGUA. Ultimately however, the UNDP was closely involved 
in all the processes and provided its experience and advice (UNDP, 2004, p.4). MINUGUA’s main 
goals were to ensure that 
 
1. The peace process in Guatemala ran smoothly,  
2. Displaced populations during the civil war were resettled,  
3. A Truth Commission was established that would bring to light the various human 
rights violations during the war (UN, MINUGUA, 1997). 
 
The Truth Commission and the Human Rights Ombudsman were key instruments that were used by 
MINUGUA and the UNDP to promote Good Governance. The Truth Commission was set up in 1997 
and operated until 1999. The goal of the commission was to bring to light multiple human rights 
violations that happened during the civil war and to help convict the perpetrators (USIP, Truth 
Commission Guatemala, 1997). After extensive investigations, the Commission ultimately called for 
“structural reform, mainly in the military and judiciary and encouraged a culture of mutual respect and 
the strengthening of the democratic process” (USIP, Truth Commission Guatemala, 1997). As a result, 
the Truth Commission set up a National Reparations Commission that would monitor the 
implementation of policies regarding the findings (USIP, Truth Commission Guatemala, 1997).  
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Another program supported by MINUGUA was The Procurador de los Derechos Humanos
6
 
(PDH) in Guatemala, which was put in place in 1987. The goal of the PDH is to “defend constitutional 
and human rights obligations of the state and supervise the administration” (Reif, L.C., 2000, p.193). 
The PDH has the task and the responsibility to promote Good Governance in relation to human rights. 
Furthermore, the PDH has the power to investigate, recommend, issue public censures, bring judicial 
action, and to report annually to the legislature and provide human rights education to the public and 
private sectors, which is an extra function attributed to the PDH compared to other Human Rights 
Ombudsmen (Reif, L.C., 2000, p.194). 
 
Analysis of MINUGUA’s Effectiveness 
   As described, MINUGUA’s goals seem specific and tailor made to Guatemala. With the 
support of the UNDP, MINUGUA oversaw and verified that the peace accords were signed between 
the Guatemalan Government and the insurgents of the civil war (UN, MINUGUA, 1997). Even though 
the accords were signed, and MINUGUA – with the help of the UNDP – saw to it that the standards 
were upheld, over the years the rule of law and the effectiveness of governance did not improve. 
Between 1996, when the peace accords were signed, and 2000 the political stability did improve, but 
in 2002 it had receded again (Table 1). The reason for the slight improvement is because the civil war 
had officially ended and the rebuilding of the state had started. The deterioration in the score can be 
attributed to the fact that MINUGUA did not put any mechanisms in place to consistently monitor that 
government institutions would be held accountable for any breach of the accord. Moreover, the accord 
was too general, as it did not take into account the other issues affecting the country, such as the lack 
of transparency within the government, and cultural dimensions, such as the very high level of 
uncertainty avoidance (Husted, B., 2002, p.418). This means that the more sophisticated agenda of 
the UNDP and MINUGUA became, the likelihood of the government adhering to the standards 
presented in the peace accords reduced. The laws enacted did not represent the reality of the country 
(Husted, B., 2002, p.418).  
Furthermore, when the UNDP took over MINUGUA’s missions in 2004, the control of 
corruption slightly deteriorated, as did government effectiveness because the UNDP’s agenda for 
Guatemala was too long, ahistorical, and there was a lack of constant guidance caused by too many 
reforms being implemented at the same time (McMillan, A.A., 2015, p.197). The lack of state capacity 
also contributed to this problem because most of the institutions in Guatemala were and continue to 
be weak and vulnerable to corruption and are unable to effectively implement such a large agenda.  
 Finally, even though the PDH and the Truth Commission were put in place, this did not deter 
people and politicians from committing crimes and participating in corrupt acts. The PDH for example 
did uncover the guilty parties of several human rights violations, but prosecution and further 
investigations were very limited (Reif, S., 2000, p.193). This can be attributed to the lack of state 
capacity and political willingness since the push for reform within the government was not big enough. 
Political willingness was not further stimulated by the PDH due to the government not being held 
accountable for their maleficence, but merely scolded. The lack of judicial reforms by both MINUGUA, 
                                                        
6
 Human Right Ombudsman, Counsel for Human Rights  
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and the UNDP also did not diminish the high levels of impunity within the country. Judges and police 
remained corruptible, and the insurgence of drug gangs and crime groups was not being addressed 
accordingly.  
In conclusion, whilst MINUGUA and the UNDP had set up clear goals and the peace accord 
was signed, the accord did not take into account the cultural dimensions that would prevent a large 
restorative agenda to be implemented successfully, nor did it try to increase state capacity and 
political stability. Moreover, the mechanisms that were supposed to control that reforms were upheld 
by the Guatemalan government were not effective in decreasing corruption in Guatemala. 
Alternatively, the UNDP could have chosen to prioritize certain projects and issues: determine which 
reforms work and which would not, and take a building block approach to reforming the flawed 
institutions.  
 
Table 1: Table indicating the World Governance Indicators in key years for Guatemala.  
Governance 
Indicator 
1996 2000 2002 2005 2010 2015 
Political Stability and 
Absence of 
Violence/Terrorism
7
 
-1.1 -0.8 -0.9 -0.9 -0.9 -0.6 
Rule of Law
8
 -1.2 -0.9 -1.0 -1.1 -1.0 -1.0 
Government 
Effectiveness
9
 
-0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 
Corruption
10
 -0.8 -0.7 -0.5 -0.6 -0.5 -0.7 
Source: World Bank, World Governance Indicators, 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                        
7 Political Stability and Absence of Violence/Terrorism measures perceptions of the likelihood of political instability and/or 
politically-motivated violence, including terrorism. Estimate gives the country's score on the aggregate indicator, in units of a 
standard normal distribution, i.e. ranging from approximately -2.5 to 2.5. (World Bank, Worldwide Indicators of Governance, 
1996-2015). 
 
8 Rule of Law captures perceptions of the extent to which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of society, and in 
particular the quality of contract enforcement, property rights, the police, and the courts, as well as the likelihood of crime and 
violence. Estimate gives the country's score on the aggregate indicator, in units of a standard normal distribution, i.e. ranging 
from approximately -2.5 to 2.5. (World Bank, Worldwide Indicators of Governance, 1996-2015).  
 
9 Government Effectiveness captures perceptions of the quality of public services, the quality of the civil service and the degree 
of its independence from political pressures, the quality of policy formulation and implementation, and the credibility of the 
government's commitment to such policies. Estimate gives the country's score on the aggregate indicator, in units of a standard 
normal distribution, i.e. ranging from approximately -2.5 to 2.5. (World Bank, Worldwide Indicators of Governance, 1996-2015). 
 
10 Control of Corruption captures perceptions of the extent to which public power is exercised for private gain, including both 
petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as "capture" of the state by elites and private interests. Estimate gives the country's 
score on the aggregate indicator, in units of a standard normal distribution, i.e. ranging from approximately -2.5 to 2.5. (World 
Bank, Worldwide Indicators of Governance, 1996-2015). 
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UNCAC 
Guatemala is a signatory of the UNCAC. The UNCAC is a convention that allows UN officials 
to perform investigations if there are suspicions of acts of corruption within a country (Yeh, S., 2015, 
p.239). Unlike the UNDP, the UNCAC does not have any specific projects that it implements, but 
attempts to monitor whether countries implement the UNCAC’s policies correctly. Examples of 
important UNCAC chapters that will help in combatting corruption in Guatemala concerning 
transparency and accountability are chapters II, IV and VII (U4, UNCAC in a nutshell, 2010, p.1). 
Chapter II describes the preventative anti-corruption policies and practices. Chapter II, art. 5 describes 
the way in which countries should “implement or maintain effective, coordinated anti-corruption 
policies that promote the participation of society and reflect the principles of the rule of law” (UNCAC, 
2004, art. 5.1); that there should be periodical reviews of the legal and administrative systems in 
place; and where appropriate a collaboration with international institutions in promoting and 
developing these measures (UNCAC, 2004, art 5.3 & 5.4). Furthermore, the chapter introduces types 
of anti-corruption institutions that can be implemented and measures to prevent money laundering. It 
also stipulates what is expected from the public and private sectors; public reporting of anti-corruption 
practices; and codes of conduct for public officials (UNCAC, 2004, Chapter II). This chapter is crucial 
for Guatemala since there were no proper anti-corruption mechanisms and institutions in place at the 
time of the ratification (UNDP, 2004, p.24). Chapter IV is concerned with international cooperation. 
Ever since there has been international involvement this chapter has also been imperative for the anti-
corruption efforts in Guatemala; the battle against anti-corruption has intensified. Finally, chapter VII is 
concerned with the mechanisms for implementation. Here, the UNCAC stipulates the way in which the 
convention should be upheld and improved over time. This is important for Guatemala due to the 
political climate in which large scale corruption is taking place, keeps changing. Therefore, measures 
controlling corruption need to become more rigorous and strict over time in order to stay ahead of the 
changing tactics of government officials for example.  
 
Analysis of the UNCAC’s Effectiveness  
While the goal of the UNCAC was to eradicate corruption, it has not been effective as there is 
still a decline in political stability in Guatemala demonstrating that there has been no improvement 
since the UNCACs implementation in 2005 (Table 1). Even though the UNCAC includes a whole 
chapter concerned with implementation mechanisms, this has not had an effect on diminishing 
corruption in the country. The failing of the implementation of the convention is due to the lack of 
political willingness and state capacity in Guatemala. The UNCAC does not contain a sanction clause 
and as result it cannot enforce change on the government (Yeh, S., 2015, p.237). There is no threat of 
sanction on the Guatemalan government if they do not follow the conventions rules. Therefore, the 
political willingness is not stimulated. Furthermore, the current judicial system and governmental 
infrastructure do not have the capacity to implement these reforms. The institutions are flawed and do 
not have a strong base. An important improvement to the UNCAC would be to have all member states 
sign a protocol that would expand the scope of the convention to permit the UNCAC to perform deep 
investigations and impose sanctions (Yeh, S., 2015, p.237). This is not happening despite large public 
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outrage in Guatemala about the many corruption scandals.  For example, president Otto Molina and 
his vice president were forced to resign after 106 days of large protests against them due to 
corruption. Although public outrage is an important stimulus for political willingness, corruption in 
Guatemala is intrinsically linked to politics (Yeh, S., 2015, p.238). Because Guatemala ranks the 
highest on the cultural dimension of power distance in Latin America, it is still culturally accepted that 
the elite are allowed to follow different rules and still seem untouchable (Husted, B., 2002, p.416). The 
fact that the international community is failing at bringing the elite to justice, only reinforces this idea.  
 Another important factor that contributes to the ineffectiveness of the convention is the lack of 
state capacity of Guatemala. The effectiveness of governance has only deteriorated over time (Table 
1), meaning that the capacity of the state to step up against issues like corruption is minimal. As 
mentioned earlier, the UNCAC is an extensive document outlining many different forms of preventative 
measures and implementation instruments. When Guatemala signed the UNCAC in 2004 – and was 
ratified in 2005 – the country was not ready for such an extensive tool to take effect (Richani, N., 2010, 
p.436).  
 Overall the UNCAC was ineffective in combatting corruption in Guatemala. The fact that the 
UNCAC was signed by Guatemala demonstrated that the political elite recognized that there was a 
problem. However, deep-rooted cultural factors such as power distance, prevented actual 
implementation of UNCAC. In addition, UNCAC was unable to achieve gains in political willingness 
because it did not contain strong control mechanisms and there was no sanctions clause. This, 
combined with the low state capacity of Guatemala that prevented implementation of such a complex 
convention, contributed to the UNCACs overall inefficiency.   
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US Good Governance Policies and Projects in Guatemala  
The United States (US) is a large bilateral donor in Guatemala. The US State Department 
(State Department) believes that corruption needs to be combatted in order to be able to promote 
Good Governance (US State Department, Combatting Corruption, 2017). When corruption is 
eradicated it will boost the rule of law, democracy, human rights and stability; promote economic 
growth by becoming more attractive to foreign markets; and reduce terror, crime and illegal trade 
markets (US State Department, Combatting Corruption, 2017). According to the State department the 
best way to battle corruption is to work together with the international community, arguing that with a 
“common vision and a strong commitment to taking effective, practical steps” it will be easier and more 
effective to battle corruption (US State Department, Combatting Corruption, 2017). Furthermore, the 
State Department also emphasizes the importance of the roles that civil society, the media, and the 
business community plays in the battle against corruption. The US also has a structure in place to 
deter politicians from participating in corrupt acts by imposing travel bans on politicians or individuals 
who are involved with corruption of any kind, sending a strong message about its core values (US 
State Department, Combatting Corruption, 2017). Furthermore, the US Department of Justice and 
INTERPOL aid countries to track and pursue where the gains from corrupt deals are being relocated 
(US State Department, Combatting Corruption, 2017).  
 The US took a military and economic approach to implementing their foreign aid policies in 
Guatemala. Around the 1990s the US Government saw the Guatemalan army as a strong ally in 
Central America (Jonas, S., 1996, p.145) and a US official stated in 1991 that: “No matter what 
happens, the army is still he most important institution and will be the conduit for Guatemala’s 
development” (Jonas, S., 1996, p.145). During this time however, peace talks were happening to end 
the 35-year-long civil war in Guatemala and the army was reorganized and retrained because the 
military approach of the US was no longer suitable (Jonas, S., 1996, p.145). A policy shift was needed 
that would benefit the US government and would remove the obstacle for the development of human 
rights, democracy and modernization in Guatemala (Jonas, S., 1996, p.145). It did however take quite 
some time before the US fully shifted from a military approach to an economic humanitarian approach. 
According to the USAID Foreign Aid page in 2015 17% of the budget for Guatemala went towards 
military ends and the other 83% towards economic development. In the following year, economic 
investments made up 100% of the US aid budget for Guatemala (USAID, Foreign Aid Guatemala, 
2017).  
In Guatemala, the US government has determined that the main issues facing the country are 
the rampant crime, irregular warfare and the institutional failures of the local government (Brands, H., 
2011, p.228). Since the 1996 peace accords in Guatemala, crime has increased significantly due to 
the entrance of violent drug gangs from Columbia and Mexico in combination with the poorly executed 
reform of the National Guard and police (Brands, H., 2011, p.230). Slowly but surely the money of the 
drug trade has established itself within the Guatemalan law enforcement and justice institutions 
(Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs, Guatemala, 2009) with disastrous 
effects for Guatemala. Economic development suffers due to crime “deterring investments” and trade 
deals with the international community, and it also forces the government and bilateral donors to 
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invest more money to fight crime than to aid social and economic initiatives (Brands, H., 2011, p.237). 
Corruption is seen as a consequence of the large increase in crime because the criminal groups are 
able to corrupt the public officials due to real threats of violence. For example, when there were new 
elections in Guatemala, crime groups have attempted to kill candidates that are not willing to play by 
their rules (Brands, H., 2011, p.230). Moreover, the illicit drug trade run by these groups generates 
more profit per capita yearly than the national GDP of Guatemala. It is therefore more attractive for 
officials and the local population to engage in these activities.  
In order to battle this issue, the US Government invests most in government reform, building a 
network of civil societies and conflict prevention & resolution. In 2006, an USAID survey concluded 
that:  
 
“86 percent of Guatemalans surveyed feel that the level of insecurity facing Guatemala presents a 
threat to the future well-being of the country, and 45 percent feel that insecurity poses a threat to their 
own personal security.” There is no confidence that the government can stem this tide; 73 percent of 
urban and suburban residents “believe that the police are directly involved in crime.” (Brands, H., 
2011, p.239). 
 
And:  
 
“Prosecutors are reluctant to vigorously pursue criminal cases because they fear being compromised 
at every level. Police officers are mistrustful of their peers because corruption is pervasive within their 
ranks. The courts, the prosecutors and the police are afraid of compromise, and all are without mutual 
support of each other. The result is an almost complete refusal by any of these three entities to 
effectively engage in the counterdrug mission.” (Brands, H., 2011, p.238).  
 
These conclusions led to increased investments in government and civil society by the US. However, 
the Guatemalan government lacked and continues to lack the state capacity to address these issues 
effectively. These issues concerned the US government because the institutional weaknesses of 
Guatemala resulted in it providing a safe haven for drug traffickers, which increases the likelihood of 
these drugs and crime groups reaching the US (Brands, H., 2011, p.239). In order to curb this threat, 
the US government introduced three initiatives: the Merida initiative focussing on fighting crime and 
the In-country counternarcotic programs focussing on drug trafficking and the Security and Justice 
Sector Reform Projects (SJSRP). 
 
Merida Initiative  
In 2008, the US government started a partnership between Mexico, the central American 
states and the US called the Merida initiative. This initiative aimed to effectively “fight organized crime 
and associated violence while furthering respect for human rights and the rule of law” (US Department 
of State, Merida, 2017). The US government invested a total of $2.5 billion of which $6-18 million was 
allocated to Guatemala per year until 2015. With this money the US aimed to help reform and rebuild 
the judiciary system in Guatemala, decrease crime and the drug trade, and increase the support of the 
general population for the government, including the judicial system (US Department of State, Merida, 
2017).  
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The strategy that was used is intelligence based (Olson, E.L., et al., 2010, p.3). This means an 
extensive sharing of technology, information and training between all countries. The initiative entails a 
four-pillar strategy: 1) dismantling criminal organizations, 2) strengthening law enforcement 
institutions, 3) building a 21
st
 century border, and 4) building strong and resilient communities (Olson, 
E. L., et al., 2010, p.3). For these pillars to become substantive and effective, the national police in 
Guatemala needs to be expanded and the role of private security firms reduced. In order to help 
reform the police and therefore strengthen law enforcement the US donated $12-15 million dollars to 
CICIG to ensure that human rights violators within these institutions were put to justice (Olson, E.L., et 
al., 2010, p.89). Another strategy that the US implemented in Guatemala to ensure the success of 
Merida, is the establishment of close cooperation with the Guatemalan government in general. For 
example, the US Department of Justice (DOJ) has helped design new legislation that provides better 
incentives for witnesses to come forward. Under these laws judges are permitted to act more leniently 
toward witnesses during high profile trials (Olson, E.L., et al., 2010, p.89).  
 
Analysis of the Merida Initiative 
Even though the US Government invested heavily in the Merida initiative to curb the threat of 
criminal groups and the associated violence, its effectiveness is questionable. First, the US 
government deported thousands of Guatemalans with links to crime from the US back to Guatemala. 
The US Government only provided limited information about the deportees to local authorities 
(Brands, H., 2011, p.237). This approach is not in line with the intelligence-based strategy that was a 
large part of the Merida initiative. This has contributed to the negative spiral in Guatemala. Guatemala 
is already unable to curb corruption and decriminalize the nation, and with more criminals being 
deported back to Guatemala with very little information known about them, meant that the problem 
only kept expanding. The failing judicial system did not have the capacity to prosecute and control an 
increased number of criminals. Ultimately, there was no mutual harmonization between the US and 
the Guatemalan government concerning this issue. The US was acting mostly out of self-interest, and 
the Guatemalan institution lacked the capacity to react accordingly. This is also a testament that the 
reform of the judicial and police systems that was induced by the US government has not been 
effective.  
 
In-country counternarcotic programs and the Security and Justice Sector Reform Projects (SJSRP) 
In 2015, the US Government invested $22 million in a counternarcotic program (USAID, FAE, 
2017) with the aim of battling the crime groups that are involved in the production and sale of drugs. 
As a part of this project, the US Secretary of Defence is able to provide training and equipment to the 
Guatemalan government to support the counter drug efforts that are being made. Beyond this initial 
investment in this project no further monies have been forthcoming from the US government (USAID, 
FAE, 2017).  
The SJSRP started in 2012. In 2015 the US allocated $11 million to the project, allocating a 
further $9.6 million in 2016. With this money, the SJSRP is able to provide more assistance to the 
implementation of the justice and security reforms, enforce key legislation and promote civic 
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responsibility and expanding Guatemala’s state capacity (USAID, FAE, 2017). To be quick and 
effective, the SJSRP has divided the issues present in Guatemala in short term, long term and rapid 
response projects (USAID, SJSRP, 2013, p.iii). One of the key long-term projects was building a 
foundation for the National Civilian Police. The SJSRP implemented a methodology for the career 
paths the National Police should follow. It includes five different workshops, and the SJSRP has aided 
the national police to ensure that the computerized personnel systems are in place and being used 
(USAID, SJSRP, 2013, p.iii). Short-term projects are mainly focused on promoting, consulting and 
supporting the legislative debate, university programs involved with criminal justice programs and 
publishing papers and articles in local newspapers to raise awareness about human rights (USAID, 
SJSRP, 2013, p. 27).  
 
Analysis of the in-country counter-narcotics program and SJSRP 
As mentioned earlier, the US is deploying extensive efforts and funds to battle crime groups 
and drug gangs in Guatemala whilst at the same time deporting thousands of Guatemalans back to 
their home country for their involvement in US-based drug gangs (Brands, H., 2011, p.237). The 
counter-narcotics program offers support to help curb this issue. However, the US government has not 
deterred the Guatemalan government of implementing local projects, which further reduced 
governmental capacity. One such example is the implementation of Plan Escoba. This entailed the 
quick detention of anyone that is connected to crime. The number of detainees sored straining the 
judicial system even more. In addition, Insight Crime
11
 strongly believes that the grouping of 
associates of crime groups only enhances the tactics and helps to restructure the groups (Insight 
Crime, Anti-Gang Law, 2017). This can be attributed to the individualism-collectivism cultural 
dimension. Guatemala is one of the most collectivist countries in Latin America (Husted, B., 2002, 
p.417). Thus, placing large amounts of people in jail will not displace anyone out of the group, since a 
whole group is being moved at the same time. Criminals will most likely emerge from prison the same 
way they went in (Husted, B., 2002, p.417). In this case, the US should have intervened with counter-
narcotics policies that would target the leaders of these crime groups, break down the hierarchy, and 
help develop social platforms where ex-criminals have a chance at a future (Brands, H., 2011, p.241). 
When the punishment is focused on the relationship an individual has with a group, it will be more 
effective (Husted, B., 2002, p.417).  
The SJSRP is focussed on expanding the capacity of the Guatemalan government, which is 
one of the issues that Ruhl (2005) highlighted as being an important factor for the effectiveness of a 
program (p.51). Compared to CICIG for example, the SJSRP is not underfunded, and will not be until 
2018 (USAID, FAE, 2017). It is still unclear whether the SJSRP has influenced corruption. However, 
when looking at Table 1 political stability has improved slightly, but corruption has increased yet again.   
 
 
 
 
                                                        
11
 Insight Crime is a non-profit investigative journalism organization, specialized in crime in Latin America.  
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Analysis of the Effectiveness of the Programs and Projects implemented by the UN and the US  
Both the UN and the US have implemented several Good Governance policies that are meant 
to combat corruption in Guatemala. The approach and the goals however were different. The projects 
implemented and sponsored by UN agencies were focused on poverty reduction, the upholding of 
human rights, and promoting accountable and transparent politics. In contrast, the US approach was 
focused on economic development of Guatemala, crime reduction that would result in a reduction in 
corruption, and protecting its own borders. As the OHCHRC predicted that when a country is riddled 
with corruption, it is unlikely that any policies or instruments that are implemented will be effective 
(OHCHR, Human Rights and Anti-Corruption, 2017). This has unfortunately been the case for 
Guatemala. When analysing the Good Governance policies of the US and the UN it became apparent 
that four factors negatively affected the efficiency of these policies, namely: lack of political 
willingness; lack of state capacity; disregard of cultural dimensions; and lack of mutual harmonization. 
Moreover, as described in Grindle’s Good Enough Governance approach, the agendas of the UN and 
the US were additive and not analytic (Grindle, M., 2007, p.217). Each of the programs and the 
projects that were implemented only added onto previous projects and programs, but failed to analyse 
whether these previous policies were effective. For example, the UNDP continued MINUGUA’s 
agenda, without a proper analysis of the program’s effectiveness. With a proper analysis of these 
policies, the UNDP would have been more informed about what solutions did work and which did not, 
increasing the likelihood of new policies being effective.  
 When analysing the projects implemented and sponsored by the UN, it can be seen in Table 1 
that there has been almost no change or progress in any of the indicators, since the instruments and 
tools used to implement the Good Governance policies did not consider the context of the country as 
suggested by the Good Enough Governance approach. In the case of MINUGUA, for example, the 
policies implemented by the UNDP became too technocratic and broad for the capacity of the 
Guatemalan state. The UNDP did not consider the reality of Guatemala at that point causing the 
project to fail. Furthermore, the UNCAC also failed to monitor the implementation of the anti-corruption 
policies, provided no incentive to increase political willingness and the convention did not consider the 
diminished state capacity of Guatemala. A one-size fits all instrument, such as the UNCAC, is too 
technocratic, ahistorical and the UNCAC was unrealistically comprehensive for Guatemala to achieve 
and did not consider the cultural dimensions of Guatemala (Grindle, M., 2004, p.526). The UN should 
have looked at the issues present in the country, such as the cultural dimensions and the state 
capacity. Thereafter, the UN should have analysed which one of these issues had a priority, and then 
have determined which instruments are most effective in combatting these issues.  
The US, for example in the case of the Merida initiative, adopted a top-down approach. This 
unfortunately did not influence the levels of corruption because the perpetrating elite were still not 
being punished. Instead, the US should have taken a “building-block” approach where basic tasks are 
perfected to form a solid foundation of an institution (Brands, H., 2011, p.229). This approach is 
necessary because an institutional foundation is lacking in Guatemala. When rebuilding an institution 
bottom up, it is less likely that levels of corruption will increase (Brands, H., 2011, p.229), because it 
ensures that there are as few flaws as possible in the foundations of the troubled institutions. The 
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programs and projects of the US were inherently flawed because of the lacking institutional foundation 
in addition to being too universal, causing the Merida Initiative, the counter narcotics program and the 
SJSRP to be ineffective. Moreover, the US did not take into account the importance of mutual 
harmonization, which was especially apparent when analysing the Merida initiative. The US focussed 
too much on which policies would benefit the safety and economic wellbeing of their own country, and 
adversely contributed to the vicious circle of crime and corruption in Guatemala. Furthermore, the US 
also did not intervene in Guatemala when the Guatemalan government implemented Plan Escoba. 
This undermined most of the programs and projects that the US had implemented that were meant to 
increase state capacity and reform the judicial system, because it only benefited the criminal 
organizations, since it gave them a chance to regroup and rebuild their structures.  
 The one project that both the UN and the US sponsored and was more effective than any 
other project, was CICIG. Even though CICIG did encounter similar issues – political unwillingness for 
example – it did manage to crack the surface of impunity in Guatemala by reforming the ammunition 
laws and the Supreme Court. Due to CICIGs independence and constant monitoring of their cases, 
CICIG was able to bring to trial several high-profile politicians, and impart a small feeling of trust in the 
Guatemalan population. The reason for these small successes is argued in Grindle’s 2004 article: a 
lack of funding stimulates the question: “what are the best ways to move forward?” This explains why 
CICIG has had their share of successes, because a focus was put on projects and cases that were 
feasible and would inspire change. However, to keep being successful CICIG needs funds to educate 
their staff members to push for more reforms in the judicial system.   
Thus, instead of focussing on top-down approaches as the UN and the US have done, a shift 
is needed in which donor communities take on Grindle’s Good Enough Governance approach. This 
would cause the programs and projects implemented, in Guatemala for example, to be more analytic. 
The policies would take into account the context of the country and which policies have worked in the 
past. The Good Enough Governance approach, however, does not guarantee the success of projects 
and programs, but it does take a step in the right direction.  
 
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, the UN and the US had different approaches to promoting Good Governance 
and reducing the rate of corruption in Guatemala. The UN’s goal was poverty reduction, the upholding 
of human rights and ensuring a transparent and accountable process to ensure these goals. The US 
had a greater focus on economic development and the fighting of crime groups in Guatemala by 
strengthening the judicial system and the National Guard and by ridding these systems of corruption. 
Even though the approaches were different, neither managed to successfully implement their Good 
Governance policies.  
When solely looking at their goals and the instruments both actors intended to use, it is clear 
that the policies did not take into account the context of Guatemala. The UN, and specifically the 
UNDP, failed to implement controls on the policies they introduced and struggled with the political 
unwillingness and a diminished state capacity in Guatemala. Also, cultural dimensions have not been 
considered when implementing projects and programs resulting in the failure of programs such as the 
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UNCAC. The US experienced the same issues, but in addition implemented policies that were 
beneficial to them and not to Guatemala enhancing the vicious circle of crime. Furthermore, they also 
juxtaposed their efforts to reduce crime in Guatemala by deporting thousands of Guatemalans who 
were linked to the crime groups from the US, causing a strain on the mutual harmonization between 
the two countries. Conclusively, and in contrast to the Good Enough Governance approach, both the 
UN and the US took a universal approach to addressing corruption in Guatemala without considering 
the context of the country. As a result, the UN and the US tried to impose changes in structures for 
which the proper foundations had not been laid, again in contrast to the “building-block’ approach, in 
effect sowing the seeds of failure from the start. Had they taken into consideration both Good Enough 
Governance and the building block approach, the UN and the US would have accounted for the 
characteristics and cultural context present in Guatemala and would have been able to match the 
ambitions of the programs and the projects to the capacity of the country. In addition, they would have 
started the reform of the institutions from the bottom up, laying solid foundations for sustainable 
development and not imposing changes on organizations and structures that could not cope with 
them. Therefore, it can be concluded that the Good Governance approach in Guatemala has failed to 
be effective in combatting corruption, and the Good Enough Governance and “building-block” 
approach should be taken into consideration when aiming to combat corruption.  
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